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Leading from the inside out: a meta-analysis of how, when, and why selfleadership relates to individual outcomes
Whereas the predominance of leadership research has focused upon top-down influence
processes, we examine the process of leading from the inside out, i.e., self-leadership. Based on a
meta-analysis of 57 effect sizes and 16,493 observations, the overall results suggest that selfleadership is positively and strongly related to individual outcomes (ρ = .38). Results also help to
clarify when self-leadership is most effective relative to outcome type, showing a stronger
relationship between self-leadership and creativity/innovation than between self-leadership and
task performance. We further explore the incremental value of cognitive self-leadership strategies
over and above basic behavior-focused self-leadership. Our findings suggest that when
individuals engage in cumulative self-leadership involving both behavioral and cognitive
strategies, relationships with individual outcomes are stronger than when people employ
behavior-focused self-leadership alone. Finally, we explore a meta-analytic path model
examining mediating mechanisms to clarify not only how but also why self-leadership influences
outcomes of interest. Implications regarding the nature and importance of the mechanisms
through which self-leadership is linked to outcomes and future directions for further advancing
self-leadership theory and research are delineated.
Keywords: self-leadership, meta-analysis, self-efficacy, performance
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Introduction
Influence is central to leadership. Indeed, a popular leadership textbook states that “Influence is
the sine qua non of leadership. Without influence, leadership does not exist” (Northouse, 2013,
p. 5). Influence as part of leadership is typically captured in terms of an individual influencing
others, and a variety of meta-analyses universally illustrate how such leadership corresponds
with heightened motivation, improved attitudes of workers, and increased work performance
(e.g., Avolio, Reichard, Hannah, Walumbwa & Chan, 2009; Banks, McCauly, Gardner & Guler,
2016; Dumdum, Lowe & Avolio, 2013; Judge & Piccolo, 2004). This process of top-down
leadership influence is, however, becoming increasingly deemphasized while personal autonomy
is becoming increasingly emphasized, and this is true across a wide variety of occupational
settings where people work as entrepreneurs or other types of contract laborers, such as Uber
drivers, and more generally across a broad spectrum of knowledge-intensive work (Langfred &
Rockmann, 2016; Manyika, Lund, Bughin, Robinson, Mischke, & Mahajan, 2016). Formal
leaders are simply not as paramount in these settings, suggesting the need for a more expansive
view of influence and leadership.
A nontraditional perspective of leadership that relaxes the requirement of influence being
directed from one individual toward others is self-leadership, which asserts that people have the
potential to influence—and thereby lead —themselves (Neck & Houghton, 2006; Pearce &
Manz, 2005; Stewart, Courtright, & Manz, 2011). Self-leadership thus contrasts explicitly with
the conventional leadership view of a specific individual initiating influence toward other
individuals. Self-leadership specifies an individual as both the initiator and the target of
influence, and differs from other motivational concepts such as self-efficacy and work
engagement in that it encompasses specific strategies that an individual can actively choose to
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pursue. Self-leadership is thus similar to conventional leadership in that it seeks to identify
proactive strategies of influence that can be pursued to alter behaviors, attitudes and outcomes
but unique in that the influence process involves only the self and not others.
In contrast to the historic view of leadership, the precise nature and importance of selfleadership as a process of influencing individual attitudes and behavior remains unclear. Despite
a number of published empirical studies and three qualitative reviews of the self-leadership
literature (Neck & Houghton, 2006; Stewart, et al., 2011; Stewart, Courtright, & Manz., 2019),
there is still a lack of clarity about exactly what self-leadership is and why it matters. Our broad
objective for this study is thus to advance knowledge about not only the constellation of
behaviors, attitudes, and outcomes associated with self-leadership but also the process by which
the influence of self-leadership operates. In brief, our manuscript not only meta-analytically
summarizes how self-leadership relates to work outcomes but also meta-analytically addresses
when and why these relationships exist based on the dominant current theoretical perspective
applied in the self-leadership domain (i.e., social cognitive theory; Bandura, 1986). In terms of
when, we explore differences in the effects of self-leadership both by outcome type and by the
type of self-leadership applied. In terms of why, we focus on self-efficacy because of its
relevance as the proposed primary mediating mechanism between self-leadership and outcomes
as suggested by the self-leadership literature (e.g., Neck & Houghton, 2006) and as derived from
social cognitive theory (Bandura, 1986). We begin by using meta-analytic methods to establish
and clarify the network of constructs related to self-leadership. We then incorporate metaanalytically derived parameter estimates to test a theoretical model that expands our
understanding of the process through which self-leadership operates to influence motivation,
attitudes, and outcomes.
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Meta-analytically summarizing how self-leadership relates to work outcomes and
attitudes is a critical first step for establishing its usefulness as a variable capturing a unique
aspect of influence. Although a number of qualitative reviews (e.g., Stewart et al., 2011, 2019)
have concluded that self-leadership is indeed predictive of work attitudes and outcomes, the
magnitude of the relationship, and hence the efficacy of self-leadership relative to other
motivational forces such as top-down, hierarchal leadership, has not been established. Our first
specific objective is thus to meta-analytically establish the existence of relationships between
self-leadership and outcomes of interest, which is a prerequisite for further exploration into the
nature and operation of the construct.
A second step for understanding self-leadership is leveraging the power of meta-analysis
to explore differential relationships across various attitudes and outcomes. Numerous studies
have concluded that self-leadership corresponds with self-efficacy (Andressen, et al., 2012; Ho
& Nesbit, 2009; Prussia, Anderson, & Manz, 1998), positive affect (Unsworth & Mason, 2012),
job satisfaction ((Dolbier, Soderstrom, Steinhart, 2001; Ho & Nesbit, 2014), innovation
(Carmeli, Meitar, & Weisberg, 2006), and performance (Prussia, et al., 1998; Ho & Nesbit, 2014;
Robert & Foti, 1998). However, individual studies rarely incorporate multiple attitudes and
outcomes, leaving unanswered questions about the pattern of relationships, particularly across
settings. Meta-analytic techniques thus extend beyond both primary studies and qualitative
reviews by synthesizing the current literature in order to derive hypotheses about differential
relationships with self-leadership and then quantitatively testing those predictions. Gaining
insight about differential relationships is especially useful for establishing which attitudes and
outcomes are most likely to be linked with self-leadership, which is critical not only for
advancing research related to influence but also for guiding practice.
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A third step for advancing self-leadership research is to establish greater insight into a
basic question associated with the construct. Put simply, what constitutes self-leadership?
Theoretical treatments of self-leadership initially specified behavioral strategies such as goal
setting (e.g., Manz & Sims, 1980) but morphed to include cognitive strategies such as
opportunity thinking and self-talk (e.g., Manz, 1986). Although one primary study (Unsworth &
Mason, 2016) found the inclusion of cognitive strategies to be beneficial beyond behavioral
strategies, the extent to which cognitive strategies augment basic behavioral strategies remains
underexplored and unclear. As we describe below, differences in how self-leadership is
conceptualized and measured may explain some of the variance in findings regarding the
relationship of self-leadership with various individual attitudes and outcomes. Meta-analytic
techniques can thus be used not only to examine the overarching question of the effects of selfleadership but also to clarify the extent to which cognitive self-leadership strategies augment
behavioral self-leadership strategies.
After meta-analytically examining how a number of constructs relate empirically to selfleadership, our final step is to develop and test a theoretical model that explains a process
through which self-leadership relates to motivation, attitudes, and outcomes. We specifically
scrutinize the assertion put forth by Neck and Houghton (2006, p. 285) that self-efficacy is “the
primary mechanism through which self-leadership affects performance.” We further examine a
process of serial mediation whereby self-efficacy differentially relates to individual attitudes
(e.g., job satisfaction, work engagement), which in turn differentially relate to the work outcomes
of task performance and creativity/innovation.
This study contributes to the literature in several important ways. First, in exploring the
overall effect of self-leadership on important individual attitudes and outcomes, we affirm self-
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leadership as a comprehensive internal self-influence process that matters, at a basic level,
because it is significantly related to attitudinal and performance outcomes. Second, in examining
the relative effect sizes of self-leadership on two specific categories of work outcomes we find
that self-leadership may be especially important for shaping attitudinal and creative/innovative
performance outcomes. Third, in testing the differential predictive power of the type or content
of self-leadership, we conclude that self-leadership involving both behavior-focused and
cognitive-focused strategies has a greater influence on individual outcomes than behaviorfocused self-leadership alone. Finally, and most notably, in testing our meta-analytic path
model, we help to clarify the nomological net of self-leadership while revealing key differences
in mediating mechanisms that have important implications for theory and practice. Overall, our
study contributes to the literature by providing researchers with a better understanding of the
nature of self-leadership and its criterion validity, thereby suggesting future research questions
and directions.
Conceptualizing self-leadership
Self-leadership can potentially help contemporary organizations, which place less emphasis on
top-down leadership, facilitate internal self-influence processes. Manz (1986, p. 589) defined
self-leadership as “a comprehensive self-influence perspective that concerns leading oneself
toward performance of naturally motivating tasks as well as managing oneself to do work that
must be done, but is not naturally motivating.” The theoretical framework of self-leadership is
founded upon the more general conceptualizations of social cognitive theory (Bandura, 1989,
1991) and control theory (Carver & Scheier, 1982) and is rooted in the related literatures on selfregulation (Carver & Scheier, 1998), self-determination (Deci & Ryan, 1985), and selfmanagement (Andrasik & Heimberg, 1982). Self-leadership is distinct from these related
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concepts in that it places greater emphasis on individual actor choice in specifying higher-level
objectives, which govern self-influence processes, in addition to emphasis on how to regulate or
control tactical behaviors in support of such objectives. Theoretical and empirical work supports
this distinction (e.g., Bailey, Barber, & Justice, 2018; Furtner, Rauthmann, & Sachse, 2015;
Manz, 1986). In short, self-leadership takes place when individuals perceive situations and
engage in cognitions and behaviors aimed at aligning actions and objectives, while monitoring
ongoing behaviors and cognitions, and reassessing their influence on the situation (Stewart et al.,
2011).
Behavior-focused self-leadership strategies center on increasing self-awareness in order
to manage behavioral outcomes, especially those relating to necessary but unpleasant tasks.
These strategies prompt positive and favorable behaviors that facilitate successful goal
attainment, while restraining negative and unfavorable behaviors that lead to deviations from
desirable outcomes. Such behavior-focused self-leadership strategies draw on traditional
behaviorist learning theories (Unsworth & Mason, 2016) and include self: observation; goal
setting; reward; and cueing (Neck & Houghton, 2006). Self-observation involves raising
awareness of one’s behaviors as an essential first step toward changing behavioral outcomes
(Mahoney & Arnkoff, 1979). Based on this more accurate understanding of their current
behaviors, individuals may then engage in self-goal setting to help reshape behaviors in more
positive ways. Self-set goals are especially effective when paired with self-reward and selfcueing strategies. Self-rewards can be small and abstract, such as praising yourself for
accomplishing a task or they can be larger and more concrete, such as going out for a nice dinner
after completing an important project. Self-cueing strategies focus on creating environmental
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reminders such as sticky notes and to-do lists while removing negative prompts such as smart
phones and video games that could serve as potential distractors from desirable behaviors.
Cognitive-focused self-leadership strategies (Manz, 1986, Stewart et al., 2011), on the
other hand, emphasize a more expanded and comprehensive view of self-influence and focus on
both a higher level of self-influence, as well as a wider range of self-influence strategies.
Specific strategies include focusing on natural rewards, using mental imagery, developing
effective self-talk, and emphasizing positive beliefs and assumptions. Cognitively focusing
attention on the naturally rewarding aspects of a task or activity helps people to experience
greater inherent enjoyment, leading to increased task motivation resulting from feelings of
competence, self-control, and sense of purpose (Deci & Ryan, 1985). Examples of the
application of natural reward strategies could include the gamification of tasks—essentially
turning aspects of work into games (e.g., Robson, Plangger, Kietzmann, McCarthy, & Pitt,
2015). Mental imagery or visualizing successful performance (Neck & Manz, 1992) involves
visualizing or mentally practicing successful outcomes before engaging in the actual task.
Constructive mental visualizations tend to result in a greater likelihood of successful task
performance when compared to visualizations focused on potential failures and negative
outcomes (Finke, 1989). The concept of self-talk refers to internal mental dialogues—what
people covertly say to themselves (Hatzigeorgiadis, Zourbanos, Galanis, & Theodorakis, 2011;
Neck & Manz, 1992). This strategy strives to increase an individual’s awareness of such internal
dialogues in order to identify and eliminate irrational or pessimistic self-dialogues, replacing
them with more functional and optimistic ones (Seligman, 1991). The final cognitive strategy,
positively shaping beliefs and assumptions, involves identifying and eliminating dysfunctional
beliefs and assumptions that may result in habitual patterns of dysfunctional thinking leading to
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possible depression and ineffectiveness (Burns, 1980; Ellis, 1977). Examples of dysfunctional
beliefs and assumptions include: “all-or-nothing thinking” whereby anything short of perfection
is viewed as complete failure, “mental filter” which involves filtering positive feedback while
obsessing on a single negative detail, and “disqualifying the positive” which involves dismissing
any positive result as atypical or lucky (Burns, 1980).
How self-leadership relates to outcomes: establishing basic relationships
Before exploring when and why self-leadership relates to outcomes of interest, an important
prerequisite step involves meta-analytically establishing the basic nature of the relationships
between self-leadership and outcomes. Self-leadership theorists suggest that the proactive selfleadership strategies outlined above, operating primarily within the theoretical context of social
cognitive theory (e.g., Bandura, 1986), will positively relate to a variety of motivational,
attitudinal, and performance outcomes in the workplace (e.g., Manz, 1986; Neck & Houghton,
2006). Self-regulatory theories (e.g., Carver & Scheier, 1998) broadly conceptualize a negative
feedback control system based on discrepancy reduction. Perceptions of a discrepancy between
a set standard and one’s actual performance triggers action aimed at reducing the discrepancy
(Manz, 1986). Social cognitive theory (Bandura, 1986; 1992; Wood & Bandura, 1989) proposes
a dual control process in which discrepancy production is followed by discrepancy reduction.
This perspective contends that people set their own performance standards based on previous
performance experiences to create discrepancies, which in turn motivate efforts and actions
aimed at eliminating the discrepancy. Once the discrepancies have been eliminated, individuals
are free to set even higher standards and the process is repeated.
The self-leadership strategies described above should proactively enhance the dual
control process explained by social cognitive theory (Manz, 1986; Neck & Houghton, 2006). For

SELF-LEADERSHIP AND INDIVIDUAL
OUTCOMES

11

example, self-observation strategies help individuals to heighten their awareness of both previous
performance outcomes and their current performance levels. Self-goal setting helps to facilitate
the process of establishing higher standards that energize motivation and behavior. Self-rewards
help to make discrepancies more salient and should increase the drive toward reduction. Social
cognitive theory further advances the self-reactive influences of self-satisfaction and selfefficacy (Bandura & Cervone, 1986). Self-efficacy, which describes a person’s self-assessment
of the capabilities necessary to perform a specific task, is a key construct within social cognitive
theory and can influence effort, motivation, and persistence (Bandura, 1986). As noted above,
self-efficacy has been advanced conceptually as a key outcome of self-leadership (Houghton &
Neck, 2006). Indeed, a primary objective of self-leadership strategies is to facilitate increased
self-efficacy perceptions leading to increased performance outcomes (e.g., Manz, 1986; Prussia
et al, 1998). According to social cognitive theory, higher levels of task specific self-efficacy (as
enhanced by effective self-leadership practices) should result in higher performance standards
(Bandura, 1991), increased effort and persistence in pursuing goals and objectives, and
ultimately better performance outcomes (e.g., Bandura & Cervone, 1983, 1986).
In addition to these theoretical bases, a substantial amount of empirical research has
provided support for a relationship between self-leadership and performance outcomes. As
Stewart and colleagues (2011, p. 193) note in their qualitative review, “Considerable research
has revealed positive effects of self-leadership on work-related outcomes.” Several important
individual outcomes have been proposed and empirically examined, including increased levels of
self-efficacy (e.g., Prussia et al., 1998) and job satisfaction (e.g. Neck & Manz, 1996; Roberts &
Foti, 1998). Furthermore, research has also shown positive relationships with various other
outcomes, such as creativity (DiLiello, 2006), innovation (e.g. Curral & Marques-Quinteiro,
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2009), and job performance (Konradt, Andressen, & Ellwart, 2009). Consistent with these
findings and based on the theoretical arguments outlined above and advanced in detail in the
self-leadership literature (for more detail regarding the theoretical underpinnings of selfleadership see Manz, 1986; Neck & Houghton, 2006; Stewart et al., 2011), we expect selfleadership to correspond with constructs capturing motivational, attitudinal, and work outcomes.
Hypothesis 1: Self-leadership is positively related to (a) the motivational construct of selfefficacy, (b) work attitudes represented by job satisfaction and work engagement, and (c) work
outcomes captured as task performance and creativity/innovation.
As a more specific test of self-leadership, we divided self-leadership work outcomes into
two broad categories: (1) task performance and (2) creativity and innovation. These two
categories allow for a comparative examination of the strength of the relationship between selfleadership and each of the outcome classifications. Much of the self-leadership literature
suggests that performance, specifically task performance, is a positively associated outcome of
self-leadership (e.g., Stewart et al., 2011). Task performance may be defined as “the
effectiveness with which job incumbents perform activities that contribute to the organization's
technical core either directly by implementing a part of its technological process, or indirectly by
providing it with needed materials or services” (Borman & Motowidlo, 1997).
Self-leadership researchers have further argued that self-leadership should relate to
individual levels of creativity and innovation (DiLiello & Houghton, 2006; Carmeli et al., 2006)
and empirical research indicates a positive relationship between self-leadership and
creativity/innovation outcomes (e.g., Amundsen & Martinsen, 2015, Carmeli et al., 2006; Curral
& Marques-Quinteiro, 2009; Gomes, Curral, & Caetano, 2015). Creativity can be defined as “the
formation of novel, appropriate and useful ideas” (DiLiello & Houghton, 2006, p. 321). In
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contrast, innovation can be described as “an activity whose aim is to develop, carry, react to, and
modify ideas” (Carmeli et al., 2006, p. 78; Van de Ven, 1986). Thus, innovation is more complex
than creativity, but for purposes of the present analysis and based on the limited availability of
primary studies, we follow Harari, Reaves, and Viswesvaran (2016) in classifying these two
activities into a single category
Drawing upon classic theories of creativity and innovation (e.g., Amabile, 1988; Ford,
1996; Woodman, Sawyer, & Griffen, 1993) as our conceptual bases, we posit differences in the
magnitude of outcome relationships based on outcome type. At least three major theoretical
components of creativity are conceptually related to self-leadership (DiLiello & Houghton,
2006). First, feelings of autonomy are considered essential for creativity (e.g., Amabile, 1996;
Woodman et al., 1993). Self-leadership increases internal influence relative to external influence
thereby increasing perceptions of autonomy (e.g., Manz, 1986). For example, self-goal setting
allows individuals to feel responsible for their own work processes and outcomes rather than
being entirely externally regulated by a supervisor (cf. Müller & Niessen, 2019), which should
allow for greater creativity. Similarly, when individuals structure their environments with
positive cues (self-cueing) or with naturally rewarding elements, they are likely to feel freedom
and control over their workplaces (Müller & Niessen, 2019), leading to potential increases in
creativity. Second, creativity theorists have advanced independence as another prerequisite for
creativity (e.g., Amabile, 1996, Ford, 1996). Individuals who actively engage in self-leading
behaviors tend to be less dependent on external influences stemming from traditional leadership
and become increasingly capable of more independent thoughts and actions, ultimately resulting
in higher levels of creativity (Houghton & Yoho, 2005; Neck & Houghton, 2006). Third and
perhaps most notably, intrinsic motivation has been advanced as a primary mechanism for
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enhancing creativity (e.g., Amabile, 1996; Ford, 1996). Indeed, Woodman and his colleagues
(1993) state that intrinsic motivation is “a key element in creativity” (p. 300). Self-leadership’s
natural reward strategies strive to increase intrinsic motivation through a greater reliance on selfset intrinsic rewards relative to externally determined extrinsic rewards, which may be
detrimental to creativity in certain situations (e.g., Eisenberger & Shanock, 2003). Selfleadership researchers have frequently suggested (e.g. Amundsen & Martinsen, 2015, DiLiello &
Houghton, 2006; Neck & Houghton, 2006) that intrinsic motivation may be the primary means
through which self-leadership enhances creativity. In addition to these conceptual arguments,
creativity generally involves more proximal and internal processes, while task performance tends
to involve more distal and external processes. Consequently, because self-leadership is an
internal process aimed at increasing the feelings of autonomy, independence, and intrinsic
motivation that tend to enhance creativity and innovation, we propose that the relationship
between self-leadership and creativity/innovation is stronger than the relationship between selfleadership and task performance.
Hypothesis 2: The relationship between self-leadership and creativity/innovation is stronger than
the relationship between self-leadership and task performance.
When self-leadership relates to outcomes: the augmenting effect of cognitive self-leadership
strategies
Having summarized predictions concerning how self-leadership relates to various attitudes and
outcomes, we next turn our focus toward developing a better understanding of when and why
self-leadership relates to outcomes. Self-leadership has emerged as a construct composed of two
types of self-influence strategies: behavioral and cognitive. Empirical research provides support
for relationships between behavior-focused self-leadership and work attitudes and outcomes. For
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example, Frayne and Latham (1987; 1989) showed a positive relationship between behaviorfocused self-leadership training and self-efficacy for reducing absenteeism. More recently,
Ebner and her colleagues (2018) found that behavior-focused self-leadership strategies are
related to a variety of stress coping outcomes as mediated by self-efficacy. Nevertheless, some
researchers have argued that behavior-focused strategies will not be as effective when used in
isolation (e.g., Unsworth & Mason, 2016) and a substantial body of empirical evidence shows
relationships between the more comprehensive, cumulative type of self-leadership, combining
both behavior-focused and cognitive strategies, and individual attitudes and outcomes (Stewart et
al., 2011).
As self-leadership theorists have observed, although everyone self-regulates, not
everyone self-regulates effectively (Neck & Houghton, 2006; Latham & Locke, 1991). Indeed,
some researchers have used the term “self-regulatory failures” to describe severe lapses in selfregulatory processes (e.g., Baumeister & Heatherton, 1996; Baumeister, Heatherton, & Tice,
1994; Kirschenbaum, 1987). It thus seems plausible that the incorporation of both behaviorfocused and cognitive-focused strategies will enhance self-regulatory effectiveness over and
above the effects of behavior-focused strategies alone. Indeed, social cognitive theory’s
reciprocally determinant triadic model of behavior (Wood & Bandura, 1989) lends theoretical
support for this assertion. According to this viewpoint, behavior is reciprocally related to and
determined by both internal factors, including cognitive processes and other personal influences,
and external reinforcement contingencies. Self-leadership theory operates based on social
cognitive theory’s triadic reciprocal model and, more specifically, on the idea that behavior is
shaped by external environmental reinforcers and by internalized cognitive processes (Neck and
Manz, 1992; 1996). As Bandura (1989, p. 1179) explains, “people possess self-directive
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capabilities that enable them to exercise some control over their thoughts, feelings, and actions
by the consequences they produce for themselves. Psychosocial functioning is, therefore,
regulated by an interplay of self-produced and external sources of influences.” Behavior-focused
self-leadership strategies influence behaviors by managing environmental factors (e.g., self-goal
setting and creating external self-reward contingencies), whereas more advanced, cumulative
forms of self-leadership deploy cognitive strategies to shape behavior through internal, cognitive
processes (e.g., visualizing successful performance).
Consistent with the broader field of psychology (e.g., Locke & Latham, 2013), we expect
the cumulative type of self-leadership that includes both behavioral and cognitive strategies has
stronger relationships with individual outcomes than does the type of self-leadership that focuses
only on behavioral strategies. For instance, research on self-management and self-concordance
strategies (Unsworth & Mason, 2016) shows that the combination of strategies is more effective
than simply using behavior-focused skills when working towards successful performance. We
expect similar enhancement of the effects of self-leadership when both behavior and cognitivefocused strategies are deployed.
Hypothesis 3: Cumulative (behavior plus cognitive) self-leadership has a stronger relationship
to individual outcomes than behavior-focused self-leadership.
Why self-leadership relates to outcomes: a meta-analytic path model of self-leadership
performance mechanisms
Having meta-analytically examined the relationships between self-leadership and a primary
motivational variable (self-efficacy), two attitudinal variables (job satisfaction, work
engagement), and two work outcomes (task performance, creativity/innovation), our final step is
to assess relationships among these constructs. Specifically, we examine the assertion put forth
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by Neck and Houghton (2006, p. 285) that self-efficacy is “the primary mechanism through
which self-leadership affects performance.” Building from Neck and Houghton (2006) and
relying on social cognitive theory (Bandura, 1986) for our theoretical rationale, we posit a
proximal relationship between self-leadership and self-efficacy. In short, self-leadership
strategies increase self-efficacy through processes such as direct experience via goal attainment
and internal verbal persuasion via self-talk (Bandura, 1986). Self-efficacy in turn corresponds
with work attitudes, including job-satisfaction and work engagement (e.g., Judge & Bono, 2001;
Rich, LePine, & Crawford, 2010). Consistent with the theory of reasoned action (Fishbein &
Ajzen, 1975), these attitudes of job satisfaction and work engagement in turn correspond with
behaviors representative of different work outcomes. Our proposed path model is shown in
Figure 1.
Primary motivational mechanism
According to social cognitive theory, people may enhance their self-efficacy through mastery
experiences, wherein performance successes lead to increased self-efficacy perceptions, which
encourages people to set increasingly higher performance targets for the future (Bandura, 1989,
1991), ultimately resulting in greater goal-directed effort and increased persistence toward goal
attainment (e.g., Bandura & Cervone, 1983; 1986). Self-observation is a critical behavioral selfleadership strategy, and increased self-knowledge of capabilities and patterns of behavior has
been linked to greater self-efficacy (Bandura & Cervone, 1983; 1986). Moreover, self-leadership
strategies, especially those with a cognitive focus, aim to enhance self-efficacy perceptions
through cognitive appraisal and conscious choice of thought patterns (e.g., Neck & Houghton,
2006; Prussia et al., 1998). Consistent with this theoretical rationale, empirical research provides
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additional evidence supporting the idea that self-efficacy is a fundamental mechanism whereby
self-leadership impacts other individual outcomes (e.g., Unsworth & Mason, 2012).
Secondary attitudinal mechanisms
Our proposed path model suggests that the core motivational variable of self-efficacy
corresponds closely with secondary attitudinal mechanisms such as job satisfaction and work
engagement. Individuals who have higher confidence in their abilities tend to experience greater
fulfillment, and thereby satisfaction, at work Judge & Bono, 2001; Turkoglu, Cansoy, & Parlar,
2017). Perceptions of high self-efficacy also correspond with improved engagement of
employees (Rich et al., 2010). Consistent with the effects proposed by Neck and Houghton
(2006), self-leadership should thus correspond with improved self-efficacy, and consistent with
relationships established for self-efficacy, greater self-efficacy in turn should correspond with
improved job satisfaction and work engagement. Finally, both job satisfaction Judge, Thoresen,
Bono, & Patton, 2001) and engagement (Christian, Garza, & Slaughter, 2011) have been linked
to work outcomes. This process of serial mediating mechanisms is not expected to fully explain
relationships with self-leadership, so we also retain direct links between self-leadership and work
outcomes. Including these direct relationships also provides guidance for determining the extent
that the relationship between self-leadership and work outcomes is mediated by the motivational
and attitudinal mechanisms included in our model, thereby allowing an assessment of the need to
include additional mediational mechanisms in order to explain self-leadership. In summary,
based on social cognitive theory and existing empirical research, we propose a path model
explaining the primary motivational and secondary attitudinal mechanisms through which selfleadership relates to work outcomes.
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Hypothesis 4: Self-efficacy is the primary motivational mechanism through which selfleadership relates to attitudinal mechanisms represented by job satisfaction and work
engagement and work outcomes captured as task performance and creativity/innovation.
Beyond this basic hypothesis, many questions remain concerning the precise nature of
self-efficacy as the possible core mediating mechanism of self-leadership. For example, what
proportion of the effect of self-leadership on the attitudes of job satisfaction and work
engagement is mediated through self-efficacy? Also, are the mediational effects different such
that self-leadership explains more of the relationship for one type of attitude than for another?
Given the paucity of theory and research related to such questions, we adopt an exploratory
approach rather than develop specific differential hypotheses for the attitudinal mechanisms. We
similarly take an exploratory approach in examining the differential effects of self-leadership on
different forms of work outcomes through the attitudinal mechanisms of job satisfaction and
work engagement. As predicted in Hypothesis 2, the overall effect of self-leadership should be
stronger for creativity/innovation than for task performance. But to what extent are these effects
mediated through attitudes of job satisfaction and work engagement? Do these attitudes explain a
greater proportion of the total effect for task performance than for creativity/innovation? Is the
mediational effect through work engagement stronger than the mediational effect through job
satisfaction? Answers to questions such as these are critical for better understanding the meaning
and operation of self-leadership, but theory and empirical research have not yet advanced to the
point where clear a priori hypotheses can be developed and tested. Nevertheless, we will
identify and interpret any differential effects of the primary and secondary mediating
mechanisms in our model.
Method
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Literature search and inclusion criteria
We focus on the effects of self-leadership as an independent variable on individual outcomes as
dependent variables. Although a number of conceptual arguments have been advanced in support
of a relationship between self-leadership and team performance outcomes (e.g., Bligh, Pearce, &
Kohles, 2006; Neck, Stewart, & Manz, 1996), relatively few studies (e.g., Millikin, Hom, &
Manz, 2010; Stewart & Barrick, 2000) have empirically examined the effects of self-leadership
on team level outcomes. We therefore include only empirical studies that examine a relationship
between self-leadership and individual level outcomes. The search for relevant studies included
multiple steps. First, we executed multiple searches using the individual keywords selfleadership, self leadership, self-management, self management, behavior-focused, natural
rewards, or cognitive-focused in computerized databases including Google Scholar, PsycINFO,
Web of Science, Business Source Premier, Business Source Elite, ProQuest, and metaBus (a
cumulative system of effect sizes in the organizational behavior literature). We also searched in
these databases using known self-leadership articles (e.g., Manz, 1986; Stewart et al., 2011) in
order to identify studies that had cited these key self-leadership articles. Manz (1986) is the
seminal theoretical article on self-leadership, published in Academy of Management Review and
cited more than 1400 times according to Google Scholar. Stewart et al. (2011) is a
comprehensive qualitative review of the self-leadership literature published in the Journal of
Management. Our study selection process is summarized in a flowchart shown in Appendix A.
This process yielded 135 potential studies for inclusion in the meta-analysis. Three study authors
examined the full texts of these articles in order to trim the number of included studies from 135
to 47, with most articles eliminated because they featured conceptual models, examined
predictors of self-leadership, or were measurement development articles that did not examine
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any other relationships. Inclusion decisions were made based on a consensus among the authors
and any disagreements were resolved through discussions amongst the authors. Finally, emails
were sent to 56 researchers with previous relevant publications or an expressed interest in selfleadership research to request unpublished studies examining self-leadership to individual
outcome relationships. This yielded an additional 7 studies for inclusion in the meta-analysis.
Using these criteria and selection methods, we identified 73 effect sizes in 57 studies that
reported relationships between self-leadership and individual outcomes. A summary table of
articles included in the meta-analysis is shown in Appendix B. This table includes sample size,
effect size, outcome variable, measurement instrument, and publication status for each study
included the meta-analysis.
Three authors, working independently, used the full text of the first 15 studies to code for
characteristics including, self-leadership focus, type of outcome, and publication status. The
coding authors agreed on 90.3% of initial codes, and any discrepancies were resolved through
discussions amongst the authors. After the initial coding, the remaining samples were coded by
one author. All study authors hold the Ph.D. degree along with tenured or tenure-track
appointments at research universities, and have experience and expertise in the field of selfleadership.
Variables coded
Type of outcomes
We coded studies based on the type of individual outcome examined in relationship to selfleadership. Individual outcomes were coded into the following categories: task performance,
creativity/innovation, self-efficacy, work engagement, job satisfaction, and other outcomes.
Type of self-leadership
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We coded studies based on whether they reported only behavior-focused self-leadership or
cumulative (behavior plus cognitive) self-leadership.
Meta-analytic procedures
We followed Schmidt and Hunter’s (2015) meta-analytic procedures using correlation
coefficients to compute effect sizes. We conducted a random-effects meta-analysis facilitated by
software available at frankbosco.com. We report the sample-size weighted mean observed
correlations in the results section along with 95% confidence intervals and the 80% credibility
intervals. Several studies reported more than one relationship between self-leadership and
outcome variables. For the overall relationship between self-leadership and individual outcomes,
all effect sizes were averaged into one item due to concerns over inflating sample size. This
resulted in fewer effect sizes and a smaller overall sample size for the initial relationship
examined in our hypothesis testing. We used the same method for published vs. unpublished
studies and for our sensitivity analyses. This consistency allows for more accurate analyses
across these three areas of interest.
In subsequent analyses (i.e., specific hypothesis testing), if it made theoretical and
conceptual sense to combine the effect sizes in the meta-analysis, we combined them into one
effect size. For example, if a study reported more than one form of task performance, the
relationship between self-leadership and those performance measures were collapsed into an
averaged effect size. However, if it did not make conceptual and theoretical sense to combine the
effect sizes, we did not combine the relationships. For example, if a study reported relationships
between self-leadership and both creativity and task performance, effects were not combined
because those were different categories of outcome variable. Although this does potentially
threaten the assumption of statistical independence, we are aware that our meta-analyses may
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underestimate the generalizability across studies (Schmidt & Hunter, 2015: 437). Additionally,
research has suggested that dependent samples are less of a concern as long as K is large
(Schmidt & Hunter, 2015; Schmidt & Oh, 2013). Based on this information, we felt that it was
appropriate to include multiple results from the same sample when there is beneficial
information that can be derived by including more than one relationship. In particular, some
studies included multiple outcomes of interest, such as self-efficacy and performance (e.g.,
Prussia et al., 1998). It is important to note that self-leadership is still a nascent field in terms of
empirical research. Therefore, it was crucial for this meta-analysis to capture as many effect sizes
as possible. The exclusion of key effects from the meta-analysis would have been detrimental to
better understanding how self-leadership relates to various outcomes of interest; therefore,
multiple effects from a singular study were included in subsequent analyses where it did not
make theoretical sense to combine those relationships.
Regarding unreliability in measurement, we took several steps to help correct for
measurement errors in the independent and dependent variables. Because all measurement
instruments are not of equal quality, it is important to assess the effect sizes relative to scale
reliability. First, if the studies reported the necessary reliability information, then that
information was used in the meta-analysis. For the predictor variables, 54 out of 73 effect sizes
had the reliability information, while there were 60 out of 73 effect sizes for the criterion
variables that reported the necessary information. Second, for the studies that did not include
reliability information, we computed sample size weighted arithmetic means and inputted them
into the meta-analysis (Lee & Ashforth, 1996). This was done by taking the studies that reported
reliability information for a given variable or measurement instrument and creating sample-size
weight averages to represent those effects. This allowed our meta-analytic results to account for
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unreliability within the measures and all of the results reported in the following section have
been corrected for unreliability.
Additionally, sensitivity analyses were conducted on the meta-analytic sample to check
the robustness of said sample. The more robust the sample, the less concerning the risk of
publication bias tends to be. Sensitivity analyses can take a variety of different forms, including
trim and fill models, cumulative meta-analysis, one sample removed, a priori selection models,
and more. A variety of different sensitivity analyses were conducted in this meta-analysis and
will be described in greater detail below.
Results
The meta-analytic results for the analyzed relationships are shown in Table 1. Hypothesis 1
argued that self-leadership would be positively related to individual outcomes, including task
performance and creativity and innovation. Consistent with Hypothesis 1, self-leadership had a
positive relationship with individual outcomes (k = 57, N = 16,493, ρ = .38). The confidence
interval [.27, .36] did not overlap zero, indicating that this relationship is statistically significant.
Thus, Hypothesis 1 is supported. More specifically, self-leadership had the following
relationships with dependent variables of interest: creativity/innovation (k = 14, N = 4,868, ρ =
.49), task performance (k = 20, N = 4,788, ρ = .28), self-efficacy (k = 11, N = 4,023, ρ = .37), job
satisfaction (k = 10, N = 2,605, ρ = .26), work engagement (k = 4, N = 903, ρ = .42), and other
individual outcomes (k = 11, N = 3,860, ρ = .37). Our observed meta-analytic mean effect size
estimate for self-leadership and individual outcomes (ρ = .38) is rather large in magnitude,
according to recently published and empirically based effect size benchmarks (Bosco, Aguinis,
Singh, Field, & Pierce, 2015). Their analysis of approximately 147,000 effect sizes published in
Journal of Applied Psychology and Personnel Psychology from 1980-2010 showed a median
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effect size of .16 and suggest that an effect size of .36 is at the 80th percentile of the omnibus
effect size distribution (Bosco et al., 2015). Additionally, the credibility interval [.14, .61] is
fairly wide, which may indicate that moderators affect the relationship between self-leadership
and individual outcomes. We also examined whether publication status would have an impact on
the relationship between self-leadership and individual outcomes. The results showed the
correlations for published (k = 47, N = 13,939, ρ = .37) and unpublished studies (k = 10, N =
2,554, ρ =.37) to be very similar. More importantly, there is no significant difference between
the published and unpublished studies (Qb = .012, p = .91). Although the ratio of unpublished to
published studies was on the low side, there were enough studies showing substantially similar
correlations to foster confidence in these results.
[Table 1 near here]
In addition to the meta-analytic test comparing published and unpublished studies, we
also conducted sensitivity analyses to address the possibility of publication bias. The sensitivity
analyses conducted included a fixed effects trim and fill model, a random effects trim and fill
model, a cumulative meta-analysis, an a priori selection model analysis, a one sample removed
analysis, and a mean estimate of five most precise effects. The outcomes of these sensitivity
analyses suggest that the findings are robust without large magnitudes in the change of estimated
effect sizes. The results of the sensitivity analyses can be seen in Table 2. These analyses were
conducted using the Comprehensive Sensitivity Analysis Tool (CSAT) developed in RShiny.
The CSAT uses Hedges and Olkin meta-analytic estimation techniques and does not correct for
unreliability. Therefore, the estimate of the effect between self-leadership and outcomes will be
slightly different from the other reported results. However, there is not a significant difference
and the findings show that the data sample is robust. These findings, along with the meta-
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analysis of published vs. unpublished studies, suggest that publication bias does not play a
significant role in this study and that concerns over the robustness of the data should be
alleviated.
[Table 2 near here]
We subsequently conducted moderator analyses using the Qb statistic (Hedges & Olkin,
1985). A significant Qb statistic, between different levels of the moderator variables, indicates
significant moderator effects (Hedges & Olkin, 1985). Hypothesis 2 argued that there would be
differences in the magnitude of relationships when comparing the effects of self-leadership on
creativity/innovation and performance. This hypothesis argued that the relationship between selfleadership and creativity/innovation would be stronger than the relationship between selfleadership and performance. As shown in Table 1, consistent with Hypothesis 2, outcome type
showed a significant moderating effect on the self-leadership to outcome relationships (Qb =
105.81, p <.05). Specifically, self-leadership had the strongest relationship with
creativity/innovation (k = 14, N = 4,868, ρ = .49). The relationship between self-leadership and
task performance was not as strong (k = 20, N = 4,788, ρ = .28). Additionally, the 95% CI’s did
not overlap for these variables {C/I [.31, .52], TP [.17, .30]}, suggesting that the relationships
between self-leadership and the different types of outcome variables were significantly different
from one another.
Hypothesis 3 argued that cumulative self-leadership including both behavior-focused and
cognitive strategies exhibits a stronger relationship with individual outcomes than simple
behavior-focused self-leadership. As indicated in Table 1 and consistent with Hypothesis 3, selfleadership that includes cognitive strategies exhibited a stronger relationship with individual
outcomes (k = 52, N = 14,243, ρ = .42) than behavior-focused self-leadership (k = 21, N = 7,248,
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ρ = .27). Additionally, the 95% CI’s did not overlap for these variables {BFandC SL [.31, .40],
BF SL [.17, 27]}, suggesting that these variables are significantly different from one another.
Thus, Hypothesis 3 is supported.
Meta-analytic path model
Hypothesis 4 suggested that self-efficacy is the primary motivational mechanism through which
self-leadership relates to attitudinal mechanisms and ultimately work outcomes. To test this
hypothesis, we created a meta-analytic path model, shown in Figure 1, to explore the mediating
mechanisms through which self-leadership relates to performance outcomes. Additionally, we
explored two alternative path models relative to the hypothesized model. In the first alternative
model, the path between self-leadership and self-efficacy was restricted to zero. In this model,
none of the indirect effects of self-leadership are mediated through self-efficacy. In the second
alternative model, the paths between self-leadership and the two attitudinal mechanisms of job
satisfaction and work engagement were restricted to zero. In this model, all of the indirect
effects of self-leadership are mediated through self-efficacy.
[Figure 1 near here]
Once again, following procedures established by Viswesvaran and Ones (1995), we
formed meta-analytic correlations for the variables in the model. The meta-analytic correlation
matrices were then used to estimate the paths between the variables of interest. We established
meta-analytic correlations for all self-leadership correlations from our existing sample of studies.
To supplement these correlations, we obtained additional meta-analytic correlations from either
metaBus (Bosco, Field, Larsen, Chang, & Uggerslev, 2019) or prior meta-analyses (e.g., Harari
et al., 2016; Judge & Bono 2001; Judge & Piccolo, 2004). The complete meta-analytic
correlations are shown in Table 3. Harmonic means were calculated across the sample sizes in all

SELF-LEADERSHIP AND INDIVIDUAL
OUTCOMES

28

of the cells of the meta-analyzed correlation matrix (Wang, Waldman, & Zhang, 2014).
Harmonic means can be used to balance outliers in sample size to prevent one sample from
dictating the results. The harmonic means can be seen in the notes of the correlation table.
[Table 3 near here]

Fit indices for the meta-analytic path models tested are shown in Table 4. Fit for the
hypothesized meta-analytic path model was adequate (χ2 843.58, P < .05; CFI .89; SRMR .059).
The fit for the first alternative model in which the path from self-leadership to self-efficacy was
restricted to zero was substantially worse than the hypothesized model (χ2 1396.12, P < .05; CFI
.81; SRMR .151). The fit for the second alternative model in which the paths between selfleadership and the two attitudinal mechanisms of job satisfaction and work engagement were
restricted to zero was also substantially worse than the hypothesized model but better than the
first alternative model (χ2 1096.08, P < .05; CFI .85; SRMR .081). Therefore, we conclude that
the hypothesized model is the better fitting of the models tested and that self-efficacy does serve
as an important mechanism through which self-leadership influences other outcomes.
[Table 4 near here]
As shown in Table 4, the RMSEA indicated poor fit for each of the meta-analytic path
models tested. However, as noted by Kenny, Kaniskan, and McCoach (2015), RMSEA is an
unreliable test of fit for models with small degrees of freedom. These authors conducted a Monte
Carlo simulation with a correctly specified model and varying degrees of freedom to show that
RMSEA often falsely identifies poor fit when the degrees of freedom are small (Kenny et al.,
2015). Indeed, they concluded that “it is advisable for researchers to completely avoid computing
RMSEA when model df are small” (Kenny et al., 2015; p. 503). As indicated in Table 4, the
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number of degrees of freedom in our meta-analytic path models were small (e.g., 2, 3, and 4
respectively). Consequently, although we include RMSEA in Table 4, we do not rely upon it to
assess the adequacy of the fit of our hypothesized and alternative models.
As shown in Figure 1, all paths within the hypothesized model of self-leadership were
significant. In particular, the direct effects of self-leadership on performance (β = .15, p <.001)
and creativity (β = .46, p<.001) were both positive and significant. These results suggest that
self-leadership has a greater direct impact on creativity as compared to task performance.
Additionally, the model proposed that self-leadership would impact both task performance and
creativity through a series of mediating mechanisms. As can be seen in Figure 1, self-leadership
had a positive impact on self-efficacy (β = .38, p<.001), which in turn had a positive relationship
with the second stage attitudinal mediators, job satisfaction (β = .41, p<.001) and work
engagement (β = .50, p<.001). Furthermore, self-leadership also directly impacted job
satisfaction (β = .10, p<.001) and work engagement (β = .23, p<.001). Finally, the last stage of
the model showed the relationships between job satisfaction and performance (β = .13, p<.001)
and creativity (β = .05, P<.001), as well as work engagement and performance (β = .22, p<.001)
and creativity (β = .05, p<.001). Again, these results were positive and significant within the
serial mediation model. The results of our path analysis suggest that the influence of selfleadership on creativity is stronger through a direct effect, while the influence of self-leadership
on task performance appears to operate more through mediating mechanisms.
An examination of other paths and indirect effects also yields insight into the mediating
mechanisms that explain relationships with self-leadership. First, the relationship between selfleadership and work engagement is stronger than the relationship between self-leadership and job
satisfaction, which suggests the importance of future efforts to link self-leadership with work
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engagement. Next, a substantial portion of both effects operates through self-efficacy,
highlighting the importance of self-efficacy as a key mediational variable. To further explore the
effects of self-leadership through self-efficacy we used the Monte Carlo method recommended
by Tofighi and MacKinnon (2016) to test complex functions of indirect effects and to calculate
indirect path estimates and Monte Carlo 95% CIs for the proposed paths in our serial mediation
model. Non-overlapping Monte Carlo 95% CIs for the indirect effect paths under consideration
would indicate differential indirect effects for each path. The results of our analysis are shown in
Table 5. Notably, the indirect effect of self-leadership on performance through self-efficacy and
job satisfaction (.025; Monte Carlo 95% CI [.019, .03]) was larger than the indirect effect of selfleadership on creativity/innovation through self-efficacy and job satisfaction (.009; Monte Carlo
95% CI [.004, .014]). Similarly, the indirect effect of self-leadership on performance through
self-efficacy and work engagement (.043; Monte Carlo 95% CI [.035, .051]) was larger than the
indirect effect of self-leadership on creativity/innovation through self-efficacy and work
engagement (.010; Monte Carlo 95% CI [.004, .016]). In short, the indirect effects of selfleadership through job satisfaction and work engagement are stronger for task performance than
for creativity/innovation, but the direct effect is substantially larger for creativity/innovation.
Consequently, Hypothesis 4 suggesting that self-efficacy is primary mechanism through which
self-leadership relates to outcomes received only partial support.
[Table 5 near here]
Post hoc analysis
Due to the possibility that the relationships examined may have been affected by the
measurement instrument used, we decided to run post-hoc tests on the relationships in the metaanalysis to explore potential differences based on how self-leadership was measured.

SELF-LEADERSHIP AND INDIVIDUAL
OUTCOMES

31

Measurement instrument
Self-leadership has been measured in a variety of ways through the history of the construct’s
development and these differences may be reflected in the strength of the relationships between
self-leadership and individual outcomes. Early work in self-leadership employed a variety of
scales (e.g., Prussia et al., 1998; Roberts & Foti, 1998) with unestablished construct validity to
measure self-leadership. Subsequently, more refined self-leadership measurement instruments
were developed and validated that may do a better job at capturing the self-leadership construct.
In particular, according to Stewart and colleagues (2011, p. 191), the Revised SelfLeadership Questionnaire (RSLQ; Houghton & Neck, 2002) helped to alleviate some of the
concerns with prior measurement instruments: “The Houghton and Neck scale thus offers an
empirically supported measurement instrument that captures different aspects of self-leadership
ranging from behavioral aspects of self-management to more advanced strategies related to
cognitive aspects of true internal control.” This empirically validated instrument provides
researchers with some degree of confidence that they are accurately measuring the selfleadership construct.
While the Houghton and Neck (2002) scale offers an empirically validated scale
recommended by leading scholars in this literature stream (e.g., Stewart et al., 2011), several
different instruments are still being used. For example, some studies use the Houghton and Neck
(2002) scale as a foundation, but then adapt it in some way (e.g., length, adapted items, language
translations, etc.). Additionally, an abbreviated version of the RSLQ, the ASLQ (Houghton et al.,
2012) also falls into the modification category due to its shortened length. The findings from
studies using adapted or different scales could be called into question because the most
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empirically validated scale is not the one being used. Possible measurement differences may
arise when using the validated scale when compared with an adapted or alternate scale.
We coded studies into three categories: measurement using the RSLQ, measurement that
adapted or revised the RSLQ, and measurement that used a different measurement instrument.
Although we suspect possible differences in self-leadership measures, we do not advance a
specific hypothesis, but rather ask the following:
Post hoc research question: Does the relationship between self-leadership and individual
outcomes vary according to measurement instrument?
Post hoc analysis results
Our post-hoc analysis suggests that choice of measurement instrument also significantly
moderates the relationship between self-leadership and individual outcomes (Qb = 29.67, p <
.05). As shown in Table 1, the relationship between self-leadership and individual outcomes was
stronger for studies using the RSLQ (k = 13, N = 4,471, ρ = .44) as compared to studies using an
adapted RSLQ (k = 45, N = 14,948, ρ = .34) and other measures of self-leadership (k = 15, N
=2,072, ρ = .43). However, the 95% CI’s did overlap for these variables (RSLQ [.29, .45],
Adapted RSLQ [.24, .33], Other [.26, .46]), suggesting there might not be a statistically
significant difference in the relationships when examining the measurement instrument used.
While the RSLQ (Houghton & Neck, 2002) remains the most empirically validated option
available for self-leadership measurement, versions of the scale altered for factors such as length
or language are not likely to affect outcomes in any significant manner.
Discussion
We meta-analyzed self-leadership research to systematically examine how, when, and why selfleadership relates to performance outcomes. In terms of how self-leadership relates to outcomes,
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our results support the base hypothesis of a positive relationship between self-leadership and
individual outcomes. Moreover, we found support for the notion that self-leadership has differing
effect sizes on alternative types of individual outcomes. We also meta-analytically explored
when and why these relationships exist using social cognitive theory (Bandura, 1986) as our
theoretical framework.
In terms of when self-leadership relates to outcomes, our results show that adding
cognitive-focused self-leadership strategies to behavior-only strategies has a stronger
relationship with individual outcomes than behavior-focused self-leadership strategies alone.
Consequently, this meta-analysis contributes to the literature by providing additional clarity
regarding the essential qualities of the self-leadership construct and its expanded range of selfinfluence strategies relative to a variety of individual outcomes. In short, self-leadership appears
to be most effective when both behavior and cognitive strategies are used to enhance selfinfluence. In terms of why self-leadership relates to outcomes, our meta-analytic path model
demonstrated that the relationship between self-leadership and work outcomes is indeed serially
mediated through the motivational mechanism of self-efficacy and the attitudinal mechanisms of
job satisfaction and work engagement.
Implications
A primary goal of this meta-analysis was to advance a more nuanced understanding of how,
when, and why the self-leadership construct relates to individual outcomes. Our findings provide
several important implications for theory and practice. First, our results suggest that the strength
of the positive relationship between self-leadership and individual outcomes may vary according
to outcome type. Specifically, self-leadership had a stronger relationship with creativity and
innovation as compared to task performance. Because self-leadership centers on internal
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influence processes, self-leading individuals are more likely to develop characteristics and
internal states conducive to creativity and innovation. In contrast, the relationship between selfleadership and task performance is more distal and subject to a greater number of influences.
Thus, self-leadership does impact task performance, however, the effect is not quite as strong as
the relationship with creativity. Taken together, these findings suggest differing magnitudes of
relationships across outcome type, which could indicate a need for more comparisons across
outcome types in future self-leadership research. Next, meta-analysis revealed a stronger
relationship between cumulative self-leadership and individual outcomes than between behaviorfocused only forms of self-leadership and individual outcomes. This suggests that selfleadership’s cognitive strategies are especially important for facilitating effective self-influence
processes. Future researchers are well advised to continue to focus on the full spectrum of selfleadership strategies in self-leadership research.
This meta-analysis also sought to explore the nomological net of self-leadership to
provide a clearer picture of why self-leadership impacts outcomes of interest. To this end, a
meta-analytic path model was examined specifying the mediating mechanisms through which
self-leadership may impact creativity/innovation and performance. The results of the path model
analysis showed that self-leadership had a significant impact on self-efficacy, job satisfaction,
and work engagement, and that these variables, in turn, acted as mechanisms through which selfleadership ultimately impacted performance and creativity/innovation. Our findings suggest
that—consistent with previously developed theoretical arguments—self-efficacy is an important
explanatory variable that mediates the effects of self-leadership on attitudes and outcomes.
However, the decomposition of the total effects into direct (.15 for TP and .46 for C) and
indirect (.063 for TP and .017 for C) effect components reveals that self-efficacy working
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through job satisfaction and work engagement may not be the primary mechanism linking selfleadership to performance and creativity. Importantly, the relatively large direct effect for selfleadership on creativity/innovation suggests that none of the mediational paths adequately
captures the process through which self-leadership relates to this dimension of work
performance. Moreover, a closer examination of our results suggest that the majority of the
effects of self-leadership on performance also may travel through unexplained mechanisms.
Given the extent to which social cognitive theory has been used as an overarching lens for
understanding why self-leadership relates to outcomes, our results have major implications for
the self-leadership literature. Specifically, the literature largely assumes self-leadership travels
through self-efficacy to outcomes (e.g., Neck & Houghton, 2006), but that is not what the metaanalytic evidence indicates. Thus, our findings serve as a call for future researchers to apply
other theories and to examine other mechanisms linking self-leadership with performance and
especially with creativity. For example, self-determination theory (Deci & Ryan, 1985) has been
used to a limited extent to help explain the operation of self-leadership’s natural reward
strategies (Neck & Houghton, 2006). It seems likely that the need for competence and need for
autonomy, as specified by this theory, may serve as additional motivational mechanisms for the
effects of self-leadership that may be equally or more important than self-efficacy. Although a
very limited number of studies have explored the role of autonomy in the context of selfleadership (e.g., Ho & Nesbitt, 2014; Müller & Niessen, 2019; Roberts & Foti, 1998), virtually
no studies have explored the need for competence as a performance mechanism for selfleadership. Consequently, future researchers should specifically explore both the need for
competence and the need for autonomy in greater depth as potential self-leadership performance
mechanisms.
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Finally, our post-hoc examination of measurement instruments indicated that the Revised
Self-Leadership Questionnaire (RSLQ) has a stronger relationship with outcome variables but
the confidence intervals suggested caution in interpreting the results. Nonetheless, as noted by
Stewart and colleagues (2011, p. 191), the RSLQ offers “an empirically supported measurement
instrument that captures different aspects of self-leadership ranging from behavioral aspects of
self-management to more advanced strategies related to cognitive aspects of true internal
control.”
Limitations and future research
Although our meta-analytic study contributes several important implications for self-leadership
research and practice, it is not without limitations. First, self-leadership as a field of study is still
developing and has not yet reached maturity, which may impact some of the conclusions that can
be drawn from our meta-analysis. However, using the available published empirical studies,
combined with unpublished dissertations and datasets, we were able to make some confident
assertions about the essence of the self-leadership construct and its relationship to individual
outcomes. Second, we did not categorize task performance as subjective and objective. We
primarily were concerned with overall task performance, yet there may have been differences in
the relationships along these lines that could have been revealed in the meta-analysis and such a
differentiation of these effects could allow for a more detailed understanding of how selfleadership relates to task performance. Future researchers therefore should further examine the
differences in types of task performance in self-leadership-to-outcome relationships. Third, we
were limited by the manner in which original data was collected. This may lead to concerns
about endogeneity bias at the primary study level. This is a common problem and not something
that can be addressed in the analysis. However, we do acknowledge that this may be a concern.
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One manner in which this may be addressed is to further study stable antecedents of selfleadership to help address omitted causes. Finally, we caution against a strong reliance on the
moderator analyses that contain 10 or less effect sizes. Varying general rules of thumb offer
differing advice on the minimum numbers of studies required. For example, researchers have
proposed that anywhere from two (Valentine, Pigott, & Rothstein, 2010) to twenty (Aguinis,
Gottfredson, and Wright, 2011) studies may be needed for a stable estimate. Thus, we
acknowledge that some of the meta-analytic effect sizes reported here may not be true estimates.
However, we were constrained by the limited number of effects available in certain categories.
In spite of these potential limitations, our meta-analysis provides a number of directions
for future research. First, our meta-analysis suggests that one possible direction for future selfleadership research relates to the type of outcomes associated with self-leadership. There may be
a wide range of factors that could influence such relationships, such as the role of self-leadership
and hierarchical leadership within teams where individuals may be able to use self-leadership
skills to be more effective, but may still need an external leader to help facilitate success within a
team-based environment (Morgeson, 2005). In addition, an examination of the different types of
task performance (i.e., subjective vs. objective) may be of particular value. Second, the findings
reported here could be validated using emerging alternative approaches to meta-analysis. For
example, meta-analytic structural equation modeling (MASEM; Cheung, 2015) could be used to
further explore the relationships proposed in hypotheses 1-3. MASEM combines the strengths
of traditional meta-analysis with structural equation modeling, allowing the modeling of error
variance, evaluation of model fit, and examination of a complex set of theoretical hypotheses
(Cheung, 2015). Third, we hypothesized and tested a relatively simplistic unidirectional serial
mediation model of self-leadership and outcomes. However, social cognitive theory (e.g., Wood
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& Bandura, 1989) suggests reciprocal relationships between performance outcomes, selfefficacy, and the self-regulatory processes of self-leadership. Future research should metaanalytically explore more complex models that distinguish between direct, reverse, and
reciprocal effects. In order to facilitate such analyses, more primary self-leaderships studies
must incorporate designs (i.e., longitudinal and/or experimental) that allow for causal
conclusions. Fourth, Stewart et al. (2019, pp. 4.7-4.8) recently noted, “individuals who
consistently engage in self-leadership over time generally plan ahead and manipulate their
environments to provide cues that facilitate their efforts to engage in desired behavior over long
periods of time.” Consequently, planning may be another potential mediating mechanism of the
self-leadership to outcomes relationship and should be explore in future research. Fifth, another
area of research that may be ripe for exploring the effects of self-leadership could be the political
skill literature. Munyon and his colleagues (Munyon, Summers, Thompson, & Ferris, 2015) note
the importance of studying the role of political skill within leadership contexts and selfleadership may provide additional insights into understanding political processes in
organizations. Sixth, greater attention should be focused on examining the antecedents of selfleadership. While scant research exists exploring the predictors of self-leadership, such as
personality traits (e.g., Houghton, Bonham, Neck, & Singh, 2004), much remains to be
discovered regarding exactly what causes individuals to exhibit higher levels of self-leadership.
Future research should attempt to examine other potential antecedents of self-leadership, such as
proactive personality. Seventh, although the focus of our analyses has been on mediating
mechanisms, future self-leadership research should also explore potential moderators and
boundary conditions for self-leadership. For example, Haslam, Wegge, and Postmes (2009)
found that greater autonomy and involvement in goal setting processes become particularly
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important as tasks become difficult or complicated. Thus, the degree of autonomy relative to task
complexity may be one potential moderator of the relationship between self-leadership and
performance outcomes. Finally, as noted above future research should explore other potential
theoretical lens and possible motivational mediating mechanisms to help explain why selfleadership relates to outcomes of interest.
Conclusion
In conclusion, although the vast majority of leadership research is focused on top-down
leadership processes (e.g., Brown & Mitchell, 2010; Dumdum et al., 2013; Eagly & Johnson,
1990; Judge & Piccolo, 2004; Lowe, Kroeck, & Sivasubramaniam, 1996), we shifted the focus
here to leading from the inside out, i.e., self-leadership processes. Our meta-analytic findings
help to clarify the basic essence of self-leadership relating to individual outcomes (ρ = .38) and
the incremental validity of cumulative self-leadership relative to behavior-focused selfleadership. Nevertheless, conceptual articulations of self-leadership specify more aspects of selfleadership than empirical studies have heretofore investigated. More specifically, recent
articulations of self-leadership theory identify affective strategies associated with self-leadership
(e.g., Manz, 2015), yet the empirical investigation of such remains unexplored, indicating the
need for future research in this ken. Our findings also revealed some differential effects in selfleadership outcomes by outcome type and have great potential to facilitate future investigations
into fruitful areas for self-leadership research. Clearly, self-leadership deserves more theoretical
and empirical attention.
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Table 1. Meta-analytic results.
Variable

k

N

ṝ

ρ

Lower CV

Upper CV

Lower CI

Upper CI

Overall relationship
57
16,493
.31 .38
.14
.61
.27
.36
Publication status
Published studies
47
13,939
.31 .37
.14
.62
.27
.36
Unpublished studies
10
2,554
.31 .37
.16
.58
.22
.40
Type of Outcome
Task performance
20
4,788
.23 .28
.08
.48
.17
.30
Creativity/Innovation
14
4,868
.42 .49
.19
.79
.31
.52
Self-Efficacy
12
4,222
.31 .38
.20
.56
.24
.38
Job Satisfaction
11
2,657
.22 .26
.16
.36
.17
.28
Work Engagement
4
903
.37 .42
.18
.66
.19
.55
Other
12
4,053
.30 .37
.20
.54
.23
.37
Type of Self-leadership
Behavior-focused self-leadership
21
7,248
.22 .27
.10
.43
.17
.27
Cumulative (behavior + cognitive) self-leadership
52
14,243
.35 .42
.18
.66
.31
.40
Measurement Instrument
Revised Self-Leadership Questionnaire
13
4,471
.37 .44
.23
.64
.29
.45
Adapted Revised-Self-Leadership Questionnaire
45
14,948
.28 .34
.11
.56
.24
.33
Other Self-leadership Measures
15
2,072
.36 .43
.15
.72
.26
.46
Note: k = number of effect sizes; N = number of observations; ṝ (sample-size weighted mean); ρ = sample-size weighted unreliability
corrected correlation; CV = 80% credibility interval; CI = 95% confidence interval
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Table 2. Sensitivity analysis results.
Test
Meta-analytic mean effect size (Hedges and Olkin)
Fixed effects trim and fill meta-analytic mean effect size
Random effects trim and fill meta-analytic mean effect size
A priori moderate bias assumption selection model effect size
One sample removed minimum weighted mean observed correlation
One sample removed median weighted mean observed correlation
One sample removed maximum weighted mean observed correlation
Meta-analytic mean estimate of five most precise effects

57

Estimate
.30
.35
.33
.29
.29
.30
.30
.34

Table 3. Meta-analytic correlation matrix for path analyses.
1
2
3
4
5
6
1
SE
2
P
.23
3
C
.49
.55
4
JS
.45
.30
.20
5
WE
.59
.36
.27
.58
6
SL
.38
.28
.49
.26
.42
Note: SE = self-efficacy; P = performance; C = creativity/innovation; JS = job satisfaction; WE
= work engagement; SL = self-leadership; harmonic mean = 3420
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Table 4. Fit indices for meta-analytic path models.
Model

2

df

1. Baseline
2. Hypothesized
 Model 21
difference
3. No indirect
effects through
self-efficacy
Restrict path:
SL →SE = 0
 Model 32
difference
4. All indirect
effects through
self-efficacy
Restrict paths:
SL→JS = 0
SL → WE = 0
 Model 42
difference

7315.26
843.58

15
2

1396.12

1096.08

3

4

CFI

.89

.81

.85

SRMR

RMSEA

.059

.345

.151

.081

2 Δ

df Δ

6471.68

13

552.54

1

252.50

2

.362

.278

Table 5. Indirect effect estimates and confidence intervals.
Indirect Effect Path
Indirect Effect Estimate
Monte Carlo 95% CI
SL - SE - JS - P
.021
[.016, .027]
SL - SE - JS - C
.008
[.004, .013]
SL - SE - WE - P
.042
[.034, .050]
SL - SE - WE - C
.009
[.003, .015]
Note: SL = self-leadership; SE = self-efficacy; JS = job satisfaction; WE = work engagement;
P = performance; C = creativity/innovation
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Figure 1. Meta-analytic path model results.

Note: * p < .001
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Appendix A: winnowing process

Note: N = number of studies, k = number of effects
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Appendix B: table of studies included in meta-analysis
Author
N
r
Outcome Variable
AbuShmais
Amundsen and Martinsen

Andressen et al.

Bailey et al.
Breevaart et al.
Boonyarit
Carmeli et al.
Chung et al.
Cranmer et al.
Curral and MarquesQuinteiro
DiLiello
Dolbier et al.
Ebner et al.
Ferrel
Furtner et al.
Furtner et al.
Georgianna et al.
Ghosh
Gomes and Caetano
Hauschildt and Konradt
Hauschildt and Konradt
Ho and Nesbit
Ho and Nesbit
Ho and Nesbit
Houghton and Jinkerson
Kaylar
Kazan et al.

169
233
161
161
681
681
681
408
57
57
323
175
991
193
108

.17
.22
.80
.34
.03
.32
.18
.36
.19
.16
.12
.48
.26
.36
.33

Commitment
Job Satisfaction
Creativity
Job Satisfaction
Performance
Self-Efficacy
Commitment
Task Proficiency
Work Engagement
Performance
Job Satisfaction
Innovative Behavior
Commitment
Commitment
Innovative Behavior

630
160
509
95
168
374
374
102
80
337
337
85
63
81
284
407
407
341
341
263
169
111
168

.17
.32
.21
.18
.32
.06
.19
.17
.68
.11
.18
.38
.28
.36
.45
.21
.29
.20
.31
.06
.47
.05
.13

Creativity
Job Satisfaction
Self-Efficacy
Creativity
SocioEmotional Intelligence
Self-Efficacy
Performance
Performance
Creativity
Innovation
Work Engagement
Performance
Task Proficiency
Task Proficiency
Self-Efficacy
Performance
Self-Efficacy
Performance
Job Satisfaction
Job Satisfaction
Innovation
Action State Orientation
Action State Orientation

Measurement Publication
Instrument
Status (P/U)
M-RSLQ
U
Other
P
Other
P
Other
P
M-RSLQ
P
M-RSLQ
P
M-RSLQ
P
RSLQ
P
Other
P
Other
P
RSLQ
P
RSLQ
P
RSLQ
P
RSLQ
P
M-RSLQ
P
M-RSLQ
Other
M-RSLQ
Other
M-RSLQ
M-RSLQ
M-RSLQ
M-RSLQ
RSLQ
M-RSLQ
M-RSLQ
Other
Other
M-RSLQ
M-RSLQ
M-RSLQ
M-RSLQ
M-RSLQ
M-RSLQ
M-RSLQ
M-RSLQ
RSLQ
RSLQ

U
P
P
U
P
P
P
P
P
P
P
P
P
P
P
P
P
P
P
P
P
P
P
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Kim
Kim and Kim
Knotts

Konradt
Konradt et al.
Kotzé
Lee and Kim
Lin
Marques-Quinteiro and
Curral
Marques-Quinteiro et al.
Marques-Quinteiro et al.
Marques-Quinteiro et al.
Marshall et al.
Neubert and Wu
O’Dwyer
Pandelica
Park et al.
Pratoom and
Savatsomboon
Prussia et al.
Roberts and Foti
Sahin
Steinbauer et al.
Unsworth and Mason
Vengrouskie
Wang et al.
Wilson

62

347
199
272
272
272
207
310
310
407
273
420
108

.57
.51
.39
.43
.25
.51
.01
.21
.44
.45
.15
.24

Innovation
Self-Efficacy
Work Engagement
Commitment
OCBs
Effort
Performance
Self-Efficacy
Self-Efficacy
Self-Efficacy
Creativity
Performance

Other
Other
M-RSLQ
M-RSLQ
M-RSLQ
M-RSLQ
M-RSLQ
M-RSLQ
M-RSLQ
RSLQ
M-RSLQ
M-RSLQ

U
P
U
U
U
U
P
P
P
P
P
P

720
52
52
418
559
559
486
486
152
237
1526

.48
.27
.37
.40
.46
.59
.36
.26
.33
.62
.53

Cognitive Flexibility
Job Satisfaction
Performance
Self-Efficacy
Performance
Creativity
Performance
Job Satisfaction
Innovation
Work Engagement
Creativity

M-RSLQ
M-RSLQ
M-RSLQ
RSLQ
RSLQ
RSLQ
M-RSLQ
M-RSLQ
M-RSLQ
M-RSLQ
M-RSLQ

P
P
P
P
P
P
U
U
U
P
P

151
151
76
76
213
101
79
109
41
575
155
155

.12
.28
.07
.23
.36
.20
.17
.30
.57
.24
.13
.17

Performance
Self-Efficacy
Job Satisfaction
Performance
Performance
Moral Judgment
Performance
Creativity
Self-Efficacy
Self-Efficacy
Performance
Job Satisfaction

Other
Other
Other
Other
RSLQ
M-RSLQ
M-RSLQ
M-RSLQ
M-RSLQ
M-RSLQ
M-RSLQ
M-RSLQ

P
P
P
P
P
P
P
P
U
P
U
U

Note: For coding measurement instrument, RSLQ = Revised Self-Leadership Questionnaire, M-RSLQ = a modified
version of the RSLQ, Other = any other instrument. For coding publication status, P = published, U = unpublished.
A number of studies reported dimensions of either an independent variable, dependent variable, or both as opposed
to a global construct. For these studies, an average correlation was calculated for the global construct so that the
analyses could be conducted between self-leadership and outcomes, not dimensions of self-leadership or dimensions
of outcomes.

